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JOIN THE SESSION ON THE APP
 Follow along with the slides or handouts
 Send in questions through the "Ask a 
Question" feature on this session
 Up-vote the questions of others if you would also like it 
answered
 Identify and evaluate strategies for measuring completer and program 
effectiveness.
 Explain how case study research can be used to establish priorities and foster 
continuous improvement.
 Consider use of the replicable case study protocol to provide evidence for CAEP 
Standard 4.1 and 4.2.
 Discuss efficiency and feasibility of case study.



Standard 4: PROGRAM IMPACT
The provider demonstrates the impact of its completers on P-12 student learning and development, classroom 
instruction, and schools, and the satisfaction of its completers with the relevance and effectiveness of their 
preparation.
Initial Program Component Evidence
Impact on P-12 Student Learning and Development
4.1 The provider documents, using multiple measures that program completers 
contribute to an expected level of student-learning growth. Multiple measures 
shall include all available growth measures (including value-added measures, 
student-growth percentiles, and student learning and development objectives) 
required by the state for its teachers and available to educator preparation 
providers, other state-supported P-12 impact measures, and any other measures 
employed by the provider.
Evidence for this element is not currently 
available to institutions of higher 
education in ND.
Indicators of Teaching Effectiveness
4.2 The provider demonstrates, through structured and validated observation 
instruments and/or student surveys, that completers effectively apply the 
professional knowledge, skills, and dispositions that the preparation experiences 
were designed to achieve.* 
Evidence for this element is not currently 
available to institutions of higher 
education in ND.
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1. Examine data on program completers for continuous improvement
2. Create accreditation evidence for Standards 4.1 & 4.2-Program Impact
3. Produce a replicable case study protocol
4. Share process & results with other EPP’s 
5. Produce a manuscript for submission to a scholarly journal
 1 – Knowledge, Skills, Dispositions (under review)-Evidence
 2 – K-12 student impact (draft form)
 3 – EPP Impact (after scale up)
 Phase 1: Institutional CAEP writing team for development
 Only elementary education completers
 Phase 2: Research Team + NDSU Scale Up
 Elementary education
 Added secondary education
 Phase 3: MaSU + NDSU Research Team
 Continue elementary and secondary
 Add early childhood, special education and MAT initial licensure 
Spring 2018


SOP 1.0 Research
“Projects conducted for the sole purpose of evaluating or measuring a particular 
program or procedure generally do not constitute ‘research’ as defined by HHS and FDA 
regulations. However, such programs may sometimes include ‘research’ when the results 
are also intended to be used to contribute to generalizable knowledge. Prospective IRB 
review and oversight is required even when ‘research’ is a secondary goal of such 
projects.”
 Validity & Reliability
 Relevance
 Representativeness
 Cumulativeness
 Fairness
 Robustness
 Actionability
CAEP. (January, 2015).  CAEP evidence guide: Version 2.0 Appendix I: Applying principles of “good 
evidence” to typical accreditation measures. (pp. 35-46). Author.



 Holistic
 Descriptive
 Multiple cases
 Mixed-methods
 Constant comparative method 
of data analysis (Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967)
 Pre-existing codes (Yin, 2014) 
(CAEP 1.1)
 Learner & Learning
 Content
 Instructional Practice
 Professional Responsibility 
 Main themes (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994)
 Case study protocol developed from best-practices 
 Merriam, 1998; Yazan, 2015; Yin, 2014
 Conceptual Framework
 EPP’s Reflective Experiential model 
 Four CAEP areas/InTASC Standards
 Diverse Learners, Learning Environment, Instructional Practice and Professionalism.
 Triangulation
 Replication logic
 Data manager (not involved in analysis) coded data
 Interviews and observations were conducted by outside researcher
 Member checking
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 Part of the EPP’s state-wide common metrics project
 Developed using rigorous process that included multiple psychometric analyses, 
focus groups, pilot testing, revision, and alignment with accreditation standards by 
the Network for Excellence in Teaching (NExT Consortium, 2016)
 46-item TTS and 45-item SS are aligned to the InTASC Standards
 Alterations are not permitted but items can be added to the end
 Domains of teaching
 Diverse Learners, Learning Environment, Instructional Practice and Professionalism.
Network for Excellence in Teaching (NExT) Consortium. (2016). Our operating principles. Network for Excellence in 
Teaching: Author.


 Table 3 here 
(CAEP 1.1, 1.2, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 5.1, 5.5)
 Teaching skills performance assessment
 34 items
 Collected in TaskStream
 Common metrics developed by NDACTE


 Measures values, commitments and ethics influencing behaviors towards students, 
families, colleagues, and communities
 19 items
 Collected in TaskStream
 Construct validity ensured through InTASC standard alignment


 One 90 minute observation
 Classroom observations of participants’ knowledge, skills, and dispositions
 Copious, two column field notes 
 One column for contextual factors, the other for interactions amongst participant and 
students
 Handwritten and typed soon after observation


 One phone interview for completer and supervisor (separate)
 30-45 minutes long
 Approximately 25 interview questions developed and revised by research team
 Codes: Learner and Learning, Content, Instructional Practice, and Professional 
Responsibility
 Student learning
 Program impact
 Notes were typed as interviews were conducted






De-identified Fall and Winter (or Spring if Winter is not 
available) student NWEA MAP score reports
Scanned and submitted to data manager through email
Coded by data manager and sent to analysis team

 At or above norm grade level mean:
 Math: 2/14 (14.3%)
 Reading: 8/14 (57.1%)
 Language Arts: 9/14 (64.3%)
 Met projected growth:
 Math: 2/14 (14.3%)
 Reading: 3/14 (21.4%)
 Language Arts: 5/14 (35.7%)


Digital copies of two most recent 
district-level supervisor 
evaluations

 Elementary adaptation of student engagement survey based on Schlechty’s (2002) Levels of 
Engagement 
 Completers’ colleague (not supervisor) distributed and collected the student engagement 
surveys
 Fieldwork researcher collected surveys in sealed envelope at the observation visit
 Data manager compiled descriptive statistic results 

 Diverse learners (CAEP 1.1)
 Lowest ranked survey items; consistent with aggregate data from the state
 Specific topics included: differentiating instruction, mental health needs, teaching English 
Learners (EL), and accessing resources for differentiation
 However, observation and supervisor interviews indicated participants exhibited the 
skills necessary to responsive to diverse backgrounds
Total
N=
Disagree
Tend to 
Disagree
Tend to 
Agree
Agree Mean
Participant 1 TTS 1 - - X - -
Participant 2 TTS 1 - - X - -
MaSU Results TTS 21 4.8 19.1 33.3 42.9 3.14
ND Aggregate 175 2.3 12.5 31.3 54.0 3.37
NExT & Affiliate Aggregate 899 1.78 9.13 37.31 51.78 3.39
 Shared responsibility (CAEP 2.1)
 Gaps between responsibility of EPP and administrators/schools 
 Establish mutually agreed upon expectations of in-service teachers at different stages in 
their careers 
 Work together to evaluate effectiveness of new teachers
 Help inform best practices for continuous improvement
 Potential to improve the new teacher workforce and ultimately, P-12 student 
achievement
 Mechanisms (CAEP 5.1)
 Determining teacher effectiveness requires a multitude of valid measures 
 Reports from teachers, reports from principals/administrators, student outcome measures, 
observation data, performance assessment, graduate surveys, supervisor surveys, grades, 
standardized test scores, social/emotional outcomes, and classroom observation rubrics.  
 Practicality of research using these measures
 Embedded as part of longitudinal tracking of candidate growth from program admission to 
graduation
 Measures met professional standards of research and technical quality
 Increase EL class from 1 to 2 credits
 Tutoring New Americans
 Partnerships for clinical participation
 Added four Special Education classes to Elementary major
 Crosswalk Praxis to ensure alignment
 Follow up with other candidates 
 Setting of acceptable and ideal targets
 Remove classroom observations (Spring 2018)
 Remove field-work research STOT & Disposition (Spring 2018)
 Add EPP impact interview questions to the end of the TTS and SS surveys (Spring 
2018)
 On TTS, request for candidates willing to send the following:
 Supervisor evaluations
 Pre-post assessment data
 Student achievement data (NWEA)
 Scale up with NDSU (Spring 2018)
 Protocol Deviation/Amendment-supervisor withdraws (Spring 2018)
 Request access to SLDS data (Spring 2018)
 More manuscripts
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